Remarks 



Claims 1-12 are pending in the application. Claims 1-12 are rejected. All rejections 
are respectfully traversed. 

This is a third request for reconsideration. 

2. Claims 1 . 3-6. and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Choi et al. (US 7,274,707). 

Claimed is broadcasting periodically a first beacon in a first signal format, the first 
beacon defining a start of a contention period and a start of a contention free 
period, the contention free period for communicating data between the terminals; 
and broadcasting a second beacon in a second signal format during the contention 
free period, the second beacon defining the start of the contention period and the 
start of the contention free period. 

In other words, the invention broadcasts two beacons in each frame. The first 
beacon is in the first signal format, and the second beacon is in the second signal 
format. Moreover, the second beacon is broadcast during the contention free period 
(CFP). 

Simply said, the second beacon is broadcast in a different signal format in the CFP 
defined by the first beacon. 

To assist in an understanding of this rather simple invention, the following figure is 
supplied. The Figure is a slight modification of Figure 3 in the present Application. 
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Please note, Beacon A at the start of the frame, and Beacon B during the 
contention free period, which is defined by the first beacon. Furthermore, the two 
beacons use two different signal formats, as indicted by the cross-hatching. 
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In complete contrast, there is only ONE beacon in Choi, see Figure 2. 

TRANSMHTEOAT SUBJKIT TO COLLISION 

AN.IIqBIPRATE o„™««c WlTH,t15STAs 



DOWNLINK 









,11,CP .tlbCP ^ 


mm — • cf-Bio 


.119 eiP FRAME 



"A beacon signal having a contention-free-period (CFP) is transmitted from an 
access point to the plurality of stations," see Abstract. Also see summary: 
"transmitting a beacon signal having a contention-free period (CFP) followed by a 
contention period (CP) to the plurality of the stations," and column 1 : 

1. V V 

a pr*?vicRi5 coritoition-periocl CPu,«>ing tb^ disiribnicd coor- 
dination^fiinclion procedures, XJpim gaiaing access to the 
vs^inilcsii meditinu tlie accc^s-poiru AP transmits ti beacon - 
rninie BF 30O li> the sUitions STA1-STA6, thus initiiiUng a 
contention-free-pcriod CFR The coulcnl ion-free-period CFP 



and claim 7: 
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tnmsmitting a beacon signal tiaving a oontemioD-to 
3 ftertod (CFP) fotlawed by a conteniion pefiod (CP) to 
ttn\d ftlurality of stations; 
determining whclh^?^ Ji tranKi»is«toR of OFDM-mochilmed 

(kwu is pO!5^ible before the G^P expires; 
if so. tratTismitting ihc OFDM-modutated data to (he 
0:1 plurality of said statioas: iind 

transautiing DSSSv'CCK-modulated data during the con- 
tenrion period (CP). 



Neither the Figures nor the Description in Choi would lead one of ordinary skill in 
the art to assume that there are two beacons with two signal formats in a 
(super)frame. 



With all due respect, the Examiner has again completely misinterpreted the 
reference. In Choi, the two modulation schemes (OFDM and DSSS/CCK), refer to 
the data transmitted during the contention period and the contention free period, 
and not to the actual beacons themselves. 



45 of the statioas; tim\, iraasniitltng DSSS/'CCK-nuxhilatcd 
data dttrinf^ the contention period (CP). The nwthocl further 
ijjcludes the siep« of: tnimniittii^ a fequesl'^to-send {RTS) 
fnm\c cornjwisiBg inJ'oriitHtion rcpresciiijitjvc of OFl^M- 
mo<kitati0a capability if the tmn^missios of ihc OFDM* 

50 moikiUitcd diita is oot possible before ihe CFP expires^; aiid, 



Applicants assert now, as in the past, and as they will in the future, the claimed 
invention of broadcasting two beacons in two different signal format is completely 
novel. It should also be noted that the CP and the CFP in the present invention are 
in reverse order to what is described by Choi. 



Choi does not describe what the signal format for his one and only beacon is. 



With respect to claim 10, the Examiner is directed to the above that makes it 
abundant clear that Choi only has one beacon. 



4 



With respect to claim 3, claimed is broadcasting a plurality of second beacons in a 
plurality of different signal formats during the contention free period. 



The Examiner states: 

Referring to Claim 3, Choi also teaches broadcasting a plurality of second 

beacons in a plurality of different signal formats during the contention free period (see 

col. 4, lines 4-12 noting the sub parts). 



With all due respect, this completely wrong. What is described is: 

As shown in FIG. 2, ih& contefitioa»ire»-period CFf* 
5 .consu!i5 of a first siib-part, a CX:K/t)FDM oontention*free 
pcrtt>d 3,10; n wond sub-part* an OFDM coiilcotiou period 
• 330; ml, a third sirb-pan, a CCK osnicniion period 340. 
Ourii:^ the cantciitioa-iree period CFl' 310, die access-point 
Al^ h£is coiilroi of the mcdimit aiid delivei^ itaH&c to stations 
Ut STAt'STA6 and may poll stations STAI-CTA^ thai hav^c 
nsqitesled conteflt-lit?e jfervice for them to deliver irnilic to 
Uic access'point AP or to nnotUcr station STA iii the network. 



There is absolutely nothing about beacons in this paragraph. Note the sub-parts are 
the OFDM and the CCK sub-parts for data, and not for beacons. 



With respect to claim 4, claimed is that the first signal format is predetermined. 
There is nothing at column 2 or anywhere in Choi that predetermines a signal 
format for beacons. 



With respect to claim 5, claimed is that the first signal format is based on a priority 
of terminals in the heterogeneous network. 



The Examiner states: 
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Referring to Claim 5, Choi also teaches the first signal format based on a priority 
of terminals in the heterogeneous network (see col. 3, lines 36-49). 
With all due respect, this is again completely wrong. The Examiner has 
misinterpreted Choi: 

According to aa cmbodimem of the presau invention, the 
sjs^iem 100 oomprist'i} a tit&t grcitip of stations STA1-STA3 
cir|>,ib1c of iRinsinhting .nnd a'cseiving DSSS/OCK-mixlu- 
hnc\l daUi (or802 J lb-coni|>liaiU data)«nd a second gn.>up of 
iiiiitions S rA4-S'rA6 capable of transmuting and rt'cetving 4<i 
OFDM-inodulatcd dita (or X()2JJg compliant dnm). As 
sifch, when the acccs;s«pointAP desires tocommtinicate with 
one of tlie siatk>it«; STAl -STA3, the acctsss-poim AP cmns- 
mils DSSS/CCK-modulattxl fnimes. Hnwever, when Ihc 
ficccss-point AP cx>inmuniccitcs with one of the stations 45 
STA4-STA6, the accc&t-poiiu AP mc^ ife*i OFDM xnoihilti- 
lion if the access-point AP k awiire, &i ilie time of trans- 
mission, thnt the intended roceh'ing stations STA4-STA6 are 
OFDM^apablc. 



There is nothing about priority of terminals or signal formats or beacons in this 
paragraph. 



With respect to claim 6, claimed is that the first signal format is based on a 
bandwidth of terminals in the heterogeneous network. 



The Examiner states: 

Refenring to Claim 6. Choi also teaches the first signal fomiat based on a 
bandwidth of terminals in the heterogeneous network (see col. 4, line 64 to col. 5, line 

3). 



There is nothing in the cited paragraph that describes signal formats of beacons 
based on bandwidth of terminals. 
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With respect to claim 9, there is nothing at column 1 that describes terminals of a 
heterogeneous network, see: 

ITie IEEE 802 J ! WLAN stantkird provides a number of 
fihysioii'layc'r opttous in cemu of data rateii, mudublioii 
types, md spix^ad of^cfnim technolugiis. In paritcuJar. the 
\\i\iE ^)2.\\h 5t«ndafd ciefiaes a set oF specifications of 
physical tayci^ opcrailjig in ihc 2.4 GBz ISM ir-oqucncy 
band up u> limps. The direci-8<x|iience*jsprcad spectmm/ 
complcsinc»i?ir>'-«^<Kte kcjying (DSSS/CCK) physical layer i$ 
one of the ihrcc physical layers supported in the IEEE 
802. 1 1 iififiitdiird and uses tlte 2.4 Gtlz Ik^uency hmd as the 
KF-ln)]i$nii.«»(ion media. Tlie ^2.1 Ig siandiaid, which is 35 



With respect to claim 1 1, claimed is a coordinator that can communicate with any 
terminal in the network in any predetermined signal format. There is nothing about 
coordinators communicating with anything at col.2 lines 32-34. 



pO!S!iible Heibie the CFP expare, the first stufion transmiu 
n»4uest-to-$end eind cli»tr-i(>-«>eiKl fnimcH mo<&Jh»ieil accord- 
ing to the ^ond uitxlulatiott schc^ue. The first modulation 
schmi« is an OF13M modidation schenu% imd the second 
mo<hilaifon sclietne is a DSSS/CCK modulittioa scheme. 



With respect to claim 12, claimed is that the first and second terminal 
communicate indirectly with each other via the coordinator terminals. 



There is nothing about these limitations at column 2: 
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35 According fc> anMher aspect of die inveniion, a nwihod for 
paividtng a communicdtioji between an access point Sknd 
plurality of stations liavlng ot least one first staiion and at 
Icasf oihs sccoml $m\on in a wirclc$^-?ocal-oix?a network 
(WLAN) is provided. The method iuclwdtrs the ^cps of: 
iraiismittingL a beacon ijignnl liavinga oontearion-iivH? peri<xl 
(CFP) Ibllowcd by a comention period (CP) lo the plurality 
of the stations; detemiininjii whether a ininsnris^sion of 
OFDM»modulatec1 data is possible before the CFP expires; 
if so, transmitting the OFDM-inoduUited data to the plurality 

45 nf the sJtatjpnjj; and, tninsniitiing DSSS/CCK-miidulated 
diita during the comention period (CP), "fhe method further 
includes tlie steps of: tranijmlning a roquest-co-soad (RTS) 
fnniie comprising infomunion rcpnrseiitative of OTOM- 
raodii Union eapabiliiy if the inmsmis^jiiin of the OFDM- 

50 modiUated data is not possible befonsj the CFP expires; and. 
transmitting the OFDM-xnodulated daUi if a clear-to-send 
frame (CfS) from dvc at Ic&st first station indicating an 
acceptance of the OFDM modulation Is receivcsd. 



4. Claims 2, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Choi in view of Gubbi et al. (US 6,754,176). 



With respect to claim 2 claimed is that the contention free period includes 
assigned and unassigned slots, and in which the second beacon is broadcast 
during time periods of unassigned slots. 



In Gubbi, there is also only one beacon per frame. With all due respect, the 
Examiner has confused the beacons from the different base stations in 
overlapping different cells, see Figure 4. Off course if one looks at a large 
network, the beacons from the different cells will commingle on the 
airwaves. However, this is not what is claimed. 
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CFP FOR 
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-END 



CFP FOR 
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\ 



D 



BEACON FROM 
APROXyCOOROlNATOR 



PRESENT IN THE 



OVERLAPPING REGION 



The description makes it clear that the CFPs for the various beacons form 
the different coordinators are segregated^ and not the same as claimed. 

'TIG. 4 illustrates this segregation of CFPs. Notice that 
within the CFP for BSS-A (which originates after the beacon 
from the MC-A) , a CFP for communication from/to multimedia 
(MM) devices in the non-overlapping region is provided. 
This is followed by a beacon from a proxy coordinator 
(e.g., a network node that acts to pass messages between a 
PC and a client which cannot receive transmissions directly 
from the PC) and a similar CFP for communications from/to 
MM devices in the overlapping region of A. Similar CFPs may 
exist for all PCs, followed by a contention period, and so 
on . " 

With respect to claim 7, claimed is that the slots are assigned according to a 
bandwidth of terminals in the heterogeneous network. This is not described 
at column 2: 
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wirclc&sly to the other m^<:s of. subnet 10. The wirdc»$s litUc 
^ generally i^iupiKirti; both higjh aod lr»w hamixvktih ihta c\m\- 
flcts and a comnidnd channel. Here & cliannel is (tcflncd as 
ihc combination of a tfunsmission frequency (more proporly 
a iransraisskm frequency band) and u pseudo-random (PN) 
code used in a spread spccirum com iBimfc4) lion scheme. In 
general, a number o( available frequencies and I'N cixlcs 

With respect to claim 8, claimed is that the slots are assigned according to a 
priority of terminals in the heterogeneous network. 



Column 7 describes the opposite: 

When a PC is polli ng for m asyncfertmous data stream and 
a muliimedia da! a stream, like audiDAncSeo, them are no 
defined ways for a siaiion streaming multimedia to get ^5 
pfiodly in channel usage. 'Hiis can cause problems mch a.s 
dropped video frjirties or audio clicks i;impjy Ijecause of 
competition ibr banchvidlh. Nor ts tbcre any dcliDcd mecba- 
Djsoi for a station wicb larger data rate to get priority over a 
staiiot5 with a iimallef data rate when both the data sirearuji 
are of tii{m\ itrriK>rtaoce. A g/f^od e xampic of this in iFie home 

First, there are no assignments of slots based on priority. Applicants again 
remind the Examiner, as in the first and second Request for Reconsideration, 
that MPEP 2131 explicitly states that in order to anticipate a claim under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) ''each and every element as set forth in the claims must be 
found in the prior art reference. The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." 



The Examiner's rejections ignore the explicit limitations as recited the 
claims. 



With all due respect to the Examiner, Applicants believe that this particular 
Office Action is again totally inadequate. For each rejection, the Examiner 
merely recites the claimed limitations, and then cites some random bit of the 
prior art that may or may not include a word of the claim. No effort is made 
to tie the reference to the specifics of what is claimed. There is no analysis, 
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just the claim language, and a pointer to some random section of the 
reference with no attempt to connect what is described in the prior art with 
what is claimed. The prior art is consistently misconstrued. These types of 
office actions fail to bring the application forward in prosecution. 



It is believed that this application is now in condition for allowance. A 
notice to this effect is respectfully requested. Should further questions arise 
concerning this application, the Examiner is invited to call Applicants' 
attomey at the number listed below. Please charge any shortage in fees due 
in connection with the filing of this paper to Deposit Account 50-0749 . 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mitsubishi Electric Research Laboratories, Inc. 

By 

/Dirk Brinkman/ 



Dirk Brinkman 
Attomey for the Assignee 
Reg. No, 3 5,460 

201 Broadway, 8* Floor 
Cambridge, MA 02 139 
Telephone: (617) 621-7500 
Customer No. 022199 
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